of marriage (Glenn & Weaver, 1978) influence the marital relationship. Furthermore, there is a tremendous need for greater integration of theory, research, and application in the area of couple relationships (Lavee, 1988; Nye, 1988; Schumm, 1982) .
Prior to any further assessment of research and theory development in this area of investigation, there may be some utility in clarifying each of these issues and the problems that have been created or remained unresolved. Thus, the purpose of this article is to critically review the literature on marital relationships in order to provide valid conceptualization of these issues and suggest future research directions. This article will focus upon three broad issues: historical developments in this area of investigation, critical review and clarification of major problems with the previous research, and future research directions to overcome and expand some of the previous oroblems.
HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENTS
Historically, the study of marital satisfaction and happiness emerged about the same time that a new era of scientific research in family behavior was beginning. Since then, marital adjustment, happiness, satisfaction, or related terms that attgst to thc relationships subjective quality (or character) of marriage have been some of the most popular subjects of family research over the past 50-year period (Burr, 1967; Hicks & Platt, 1970; Nye, 1988; Spanier & Lewis, 1980) . The work of Burgess and Cottrell (1939) and Terman (i939) have been cited as a beginning of the theoretical study in this area. In fact, these studies have had a great influence on the conceptualization of the constructs and research in this field (Burr, L967) . Initially, Burgess and Cottrell (1939) viewed marital success as one general factor, which was conceptually unique and had symbolic meanins as a single concept. Later, Burgess and Wallin (1953) moved to multiple indicators or subdimensions rvhere each component could be considered separately in order to develop a profile oi the marital relationship. While Burgess and Wallin utilized the term marital success, Terman (1939) used the label marital happiness to conceptualize the same phenomenon. In his study, Terman correlated several hundred factors with the degree of self-reported marital happiness. These diverse studies led to the development of many global measures of marital satisfaction and of marital success (e.g. Burgess and Cottrell's Marital Adjustment Form, Terman' s Marital Happiness Index, Lock & Wallace's Short Marital Adjustment Test). Thus, prior to 1960, marital research was characterized by general investigations of marriage without focusing on a particular area or dimension of marital interaction (Snyder, 1979) . At the same time, considerable definitional ambiguity in the use of the concept was emerging.
During the l-960s, empirical studies emphasized the identification and exploration of a broader range of sociodemographic and psychological correlates of marital satisfaction and adjustment. Most of the research focused on the search for relevant variables in the formation of theoretical frameworks (Hicks & Platt, 1970; Snyder,19'79) . In addition, much of the marital research has tended to be limited in the number of variables, with individual studies focusing more on specific dimensions or areas of marital interaction such as communication. Family Science Review regarding children and childrearing. Other research has focused on individual subdimensions such as personality traits, attitudinal predispositions, sex-role orientation, and role congruence as determinants of interpersonal attraction and marital compatibility (e.g., Miller, 1976; Olson & Ryder, 1970; Levinger,t966; Rollins 8r Feldman, 1970; Scanzoni, reTs).
During the past two decades, however, there have been significant developments and advances in theory and methodology, including measurement, within this area of research (Spanier& Lewis, 1980) . One of the most dramatic changes has been the effort toward theory development and clarification of theoretical models. Such an approach starkly contrasts to an inventory approach of diverse variables which are reported as lists of correlated independent variables. A number of middle-range models based on different general frameworks have been developed, including the symbolic interaction theory by Burr (1973) , Burr, Leigh, and Constantine (1979) , and Rollins and Galligan (1978) . In their theory of marital satisfaction, Burr et al. (1979) identified four propositions that are derived from interaction notions and concepts. Another symbolic interaction theory by Rollins and Galligan (1978) focused primarily on parental satisfaction as a function of presence, densiry, and age of the children. other models also have begun to appear from a family systems approach. For example, Marks (1989) conceptualized four different triadic system organizations based on different configurations of the husband-wife self within the system. Using these configurations, he then presented seven types of marital relationships including four variations of high quality marriages.
In addition to the development and advances in theories, familv researchers have maintained a strong interest in the measurement of marital satisfaction and adjustment (McKenry & Price, 1984) . Many of the advances in measurement occurred during the past two decades (e.g., Norton, 1983; Roach, Frazier, & Bowden, 1981; Sabatelli, 1984; Schumm, Nichols, Schectman, & Grigsby, 1-983; Snyder, 1979; Spanier, 1976) . Also during this period, research models have been expanded to include a greater diversity ofindependent variables, including such individual characteristics as sex-role orientation and personality traits (Bowen, 1-989; Bowen & Orthner, 1983; Davidson & Sollie, 1987; Li & Caldwell, 1987; Schonnesson, 1987) , relationship variables such as commirmenr (Scanzoni & Arnett, 1987; Swanson & Trahaug, 1985) , and leisure activity (Holman & Jacquart, 1988) . Most of these researchers have been interested in identifying correlates which may explain more of the variation in marital quality and satisfaction. In addition, more recent research has begun to focus on the importance of extrafamilial life, including work (Gaesser & Whitebourne, 1985; Hoffman, 1989; Larson, 1984; Smith, 1985) and social competence (Filsinger, 1980) .
CRITIQUES
This section will present a brief review of major criticisms of previous research as well as the basic findings on marital relationships, including marital sarisfaction, adjustment, happiness, and related constructs. This section has been divided into five issues: (a) problems related to theories, (b) definitional ambiguity, (c) dimensionality of the construct (unidimensional vs" multidimensional measure), (d) the level or unit of analysis, and (e) research methodology. February, 1990 Family Science Re,/iew Theory with the exception of a few good middle-range theories (e.g., Burr, 1967; Burr et a1.,1979; Lewis & Spanier, 1979) , the paucity of theoretical models has been one of the most serious problems in this area of investigation. From his comprehensive review of fifty years of family research, Nye (1938) found that only about one percent of the studies clearly utilized a general theory" In particular, early studies of marital happiness and satisfaction were basically atheoretical with a few specific hypotheses investigated (Hicks & Platt, Fincham & Bradbury, L987) .
Although there has been a lot of work on the development of middle-range frameworks or theories, most of these perspectives have been developed rather independent of each other. In addition, few models integrate existing research and point to niw areas of inquiry. For instance, a symbolic interaction theory of marital satisfaction by Burr et al" (19?9) is viewed as parsimonious and yet has great potential scope (Lewis & Spanier, L97g) . At the same time, there has been little direct empirical investigation of the propositions from this theory. The theory, however, is a more general theory then earlier research by Burr (1913) to the extent that it designates ielationships between variables which are relativelv content-free and, therefore, more free from cultural and historical bias (Spanier & Lewis, 1980) . Lewis and Spanier's (1979) inductive theory of marital stability also has generated considerable attention. According to Burr et al. (1979) , it is the most complex and comprehensive treatment of theory in the marital quality area yet published. However, there has been much controversy surrounding Lewis and Spanier's propositions of marital quality and stability (e.g., Green & Sporakowski, 1984; Schumm & Bugaighis, 1985; Spanier & Lewis, 1980 Thomas & Kleber, 1981; Udry, 1981 Udry, , 1983 . For instance, Udry (1983) suggested that the dimension of marital alternatives, which is one of the contingency variables of Lewis and Spanier's model, appears to be a better predictor of marital disruption than a measure of marital satisfaction. In addition, Marks (1989) argues that alternative attractions negatively influences marital quality rather than influencing the relationship between marital quality and marital stability, as proposed by Lewis and Spanier (1979) . Thus, alternative attractions influence intridyadic factors rather than stability outcomes of a relationship. When couples bargain for a relationship, a partner's independent socio-ecologocal resources are always pari of the bargain, and how they handle those factors must be considered in anv analysis and assessment of the relationship.
In addition, since the late 1,970s, many researchers have developed various measures of marital satisfaction, adjustment, or qualiry. A major problem with these instruments, however, is the lack of a conceptual bases that would provide a framework in which to understand marital quality and to integrate previous research findings. There also has been little integration of theory development and conceptualization with the operationalization of the construct (Donahue & Ryder, 1982; Sabatelli, 198'1, 1988; Trost, 1081 . In other words, incongruence befween theory and measurement still remains. In her classical monograph on the relationship between psychological concepts and psychological assessment, Loevinger (1957) outlined a number of important conditions ior valid assessment. Among these included the notion that a measure should provide data congruent with the type of construct it is designed to assess. In general, however, 
44
Family Science Review measurement validiry has been a neglected issue in marriage and family research (Miller, Rollins, & Thomas, 1982) . Recently, it has been noted that a tremendous need for integration among theory, research, and application exists in family science. This has been particularly true for the concepts of the marital relationship and their assessment (Sabatelli, 1988) . Because of a lack of conceptual analysis and the disregard for theoretical assumptions in current measures, there has been considerable controversy and a lack oI definitive evidence concerning the appropriate conceptualization for marital happiness and satisfaction.
Definitional Antbiguity
There has been extensive criticism of the very obscure conceptualizations of the dependent variables that hal'e been labeled with such terms as marital happiness, adjustment, success, and quality. In some cases, the criticism has centered on the definitions for those constructs (Burr, L973; Eshleman, 1981; Price & McKenry, 1984; Spanier & Lewis, 1980) . According to Burr (1973) , one of the main reasons for the criticism has to do with the ambiguity of the constructs.
...(1) Most of these terms have never been carefully defined, (2) frequently, several different investigators use identical terms for what seem to be very different conceptual ideas, (3) different terms are frequently used by different investigators for what seems to be exactly the same idea, although in regard to this and the former point, the lack of definitions prevent scholars from being sure just what is being denoted, (4) most of terms are highly value laden, (5) the multidimensional term and operationaiizing, procedure introduced by Burgess & Cottrell (1938) that has been used more extensively than any other approach is (a) conceptually so multidimensional and obscure that it is relatively meaningless, and (b) so limited by the idealistic, preselected criteria of success that it is probably misinforming when theorizing about many groups. (p.4f)
The work by Terman (1939) , for instance, was attempting to conceptualize the same phenomenon as Burgess, but Terman labeled it marital happiness rather than success. In addition, many instruments were developed based on Burgess and Cottrell's (1939) theoretical framework. These instruments, however, were published as a measure of marital adjustment rather than the success or the happiness label which previous researchers had used to reference the same items. Furthermore, some researchers have argued that the heavily utilized instrument which Locke published in 1958 was merely an attempt to shorten the earlier Burgess instrument (Burr, 1968; Snyder, 1979) . This instrument, however, was published as a measure of marital adjustment rather than the success or the happiness label that earlier users of the items had applied. Later, Spanier (1976) developed the Dyadic Adjustment Scale which is an enension of the same items as those used by Terman (1939) and Locke and his colleagues (e.g., Locke, 1947 : Locke & Wallace, 1959 Locke & Williamson, 1958) .
In addition to the intermixing of labels and measures, researchers appear to have confused or made ambiguous the focus of anaiysis. For example, marital satisfaction refers to an individual's subjective impression of the relationship (Roach, et al., 1981; Sabatelli, 1988) . Thus, the appropriate unit of analysis is the individual's perception.
February, J,990
Family Science Review Marital adjustment, however, has been used to refer to those processes that are presumed to be necessary to achieve a harmonious and fundamental marital relationship (Spanier, l-976; Sabatelli, 1988) . Thus, the unit of analysis is the couple or relationship. Sometimes marital quality refers to a person's global evaluation of the marriage relationship, which is similar to marital satisfaction (Fincham & Bradbury, 1,987; Norton, 1983) . In addition, it also appears that marital commitment is used as a component or subdimension of marital quality (e.g., Swanson & Trahaug, 1985; Scanzoni & Arnett, 1987) .
Even though there has been some clear distinctions among the various terms, many researchers have used them interchangeably without specifying their unique definitions and conceptualizations. Until recently, some researchers have used marital quality and marital satisfaction interchangeably (e.g., Pittman & Lloyd, 1988) . It has become clear, however, that an individual's perception of satisfaction and quality of marriage are two distinct concepts, especially in regard to the unit of analysis, i.e., individual vs. couple.
Dirrrcrtsiotmlity
A third criticism of the marital relationship frameworks has to do with identifying or defining the components or factors of marital quality and satisfaction. Even though many researchers have tried to conceptualize these constructs, the consistency in the structure of the constructs or the identification of subdimensions of the concepts has been a real problem in this area of study. The unidimensional measures which have been developed for different constructs of individual perceptions are summarized in Table 1 , along with information about the scale and number of items. The multidimensional conceptualization of different constructs are summarized in Table 2 , along with information about the subdimensions.
To summarize the information in Table 1 and Table 2 , there are two different traditions of conceptualizing the marital construct. One wav is to view marital satisfaction and success as one general factor which is conceptuallv unique and has symbolic meaning as a single concept (Table 1) . This is a single measure which is used as an independent or dependent variables and which taps such areas as degree of agreement and resolution of disagreements, amount of conflict, shared activities, selfrating of happiness, perceived permanence of the marriage, etc. A second approach to the marital relationship adopts multiple indicators or subdimensions of the general construct so that each indicator or subdimension can be considered separately in order to draw a profile of marital success, satisfaction, or adjustment (Table 2) . Also, with multidimonsional measures, it is assumed that the construct is the sum of the areas which are measured by the different factors or subdimensions. For instance, according to Spanier (1976) , the Dyadic Adjustment Scale can be used as an overall measure of dyadic adjustment or the subdimensions may provide information about each factor within the relationship. Snyder (1983) , on the other hand, appears to have proposed an unidimensional rneasure of global marital distress, but also measures in the same scale 10 other independent variables which influence marital distress.
According to Hicks and Platt's (1970) February, 1990 Family Science Review The quaiity of heterosexual relationship.
Wife's marital adjustment or satisfaction only.
Spouse independently of each other rate their marital satisfaction on scale from one to five, they then write a short paragraph which mentions the points of separation and the points of dissatisfaction in their marriage" This is the behavioral analysis index which is designed to be filled out four times per day by each member of the couple. February, 1990 Familv Science Review Schumm, Jurich, & Bollman (1981) . In the process of revision, the willingness-to-be known items and then the unconditionality-of-regard items were eliminated because they were inappropriate to marriage.
' A separate index for each of the above six aspect of marital satisfaction.
3 Kimmel & Van Der Veen (1974) factor analyzed to obtain clistinct components of marital adjustment for husband and wives, found two separate components-Sexual congeniaiity and Compatibility.
* The sum of scores of the each scales were used as a sinsle score of marital adjustment.
t A separate index for each of 12 aspects: The total number of traits marke<J is summecl to obtain the score for each variable for husband, for wife, and for both. These three scores are then added for total evaluation score.
o An overall adjustment scale is constructed by summing the positive items and subtracting the sum of the negative items.
t This 20 item scale was designed to measure dimension of marital satisfaction among Israeli women.
8 Snyder added trvo more scales for the general population couples in trouble and for couples in therapy.
e Author proposed his measure can be used both for an overall measure of dyaciic adjustment and for the subscales.S the extent of satisfaction which older couples (60 years and over). Each items added to produce a single measure of overall satisfaction. February, 1990 Family Science Review phenomena into one marital variable, and in so doing gives a simplified assessment of a very complex phenomenon (Burr, 1967) . It also represents the final common pathway through which marital maladjustment is expressed Fincham & Bridbury, 1987; Jacobson,1985) . The concepts, however, do not include anyvariation in specific aspects of the marital relationship. Rather, it combines variation of specific marital aspects in a single indicator of the general marital phenomenon.
Although multidimensional scales provide more specific information about relationship subdimensions, they also include a number of general and pervasive problems. Spanier's (1976) Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS), for instance, is viewed as the psychometrically soundest measure of marital adjustment available (Burnett, 1987) , and it has been the mostly widely used measure in the family science field (Sabatelli, 1988) . In their replication studies of the DAS, Carmines & ZeIler (1919) and Sharpley and Cross (1982) , however, identified only one underlying dimension. Another study by Spanier and Thopmson (1982) also replicated some of the original factors, but the item loadings were not the same" The Marital Satisfaction Index (MSI; Snyder, 1983 ) was developed to minimize many of the problems associated with earlier research in this area, and appropriate psychometric statistics are reported (Burnett, 1987) . Horvever, given the fact that there are high correlations between the MSI and the subdimensions of Global Distress scale, Affective Communication, Problem Solving Communication and Time together, it appears that dimensions of the MSI are contaminated, and there is little evidence for the unique dimensionality of the scale (Jacob & Tennenbaum, 1988; Sabatelli, 1988) . In addition, Johnson et al. (1986) found two distinctly different dimensions of marital quality, positive marital quality and negative marital quality. Thus, they concluded that scales of marital quality which combine measures from these two dimensions are likely to yield ambiguous findings and contribute little to an understanding of the marital process.
Another problem of the multidimensional approach is that attempts to account for variance in the construct are often tautological Norton, 1983 . This occurs when items, which tap essentially the same content, are used in both the independent and dependent variable operationalizations. Part of the problem has to do with a lack of distinction in theoretical and operational definitions of the constructs. In other rvords, the overlap in item content often reflects an overlap in a definition of the constructs evaluated.
In addition, when multidimensional measures of the construct are used, combining components into a single score produces a very different measure of the construct compared to a unidimensional measure. Thus, there may be considerable discrepancy between the theoretical and the operational constructs (Johnson et al., 1986) . In addition, the use of a multidimensional measure may mask relationships among dimensions o[ marital quality and variables such as se4 length of time married, or presence of children.
The Level of Arnlysis
Family researchers constantly are encouraged to study more than one member of the relationship for both theoretical and methodological benefit (McKenry & Price, 1984; Straus, 1,964; Thompson & Walker, 1982) Februarv, 1990 repeatedly conceptualized dyadic and group properties, measurement has remained largely at the individual level. The importance of the level of analysis is well documented in Green & Kolerrzon's (1986) research. These authors explored the importance of individual, dyadic, and triadic measures of intrafamily functioning in predicting family health. Dyadic measures pertaining to marital quality and parent-child relationships were more powerful predictors than either individual measures of emotional maturity, an-xiety, self-esteem, or locus of control, or triadic measures of the families' hierarchical alignment.
Obtaining observations from both partners, however, does not guarantee that the research is dyadic. In addition, by insisting on both partners as informants, researchers may slight the individual as an important source of information about the relationship (Thomson & walker, 1982) . Thus, rather than being preoccupied with the number of informants, dyadic researchers ought to focus on understanding the relationship between two people from various perspectives and on the generalizability of those perspectives. For both theoretical and methodological benefit as well as for a better understanding of the relationship, however, it is important that data be collected from both partners in the relationship.
Res e arcJt Metlr odol ogt
A final criticism of the marital relationship framework has to do with research methodology and data analysis. Although there has been greater attention to methodological issues in the use of marital quality measures (Spanier & Lewis, 1980) , there has been exlensive criticism of both si-pling and data analyses. According to Glenn & Weaver (1978) , most of the research in this area has relied on small and unrepresentative samples. In addition, many of the earlier studies reported only zeroorder association or controlled only one or two of the other possible influences on marital happiness rvhich may have had a suppressor effect or produced spurious results. Further, many samples have been convenience samples of white, middle-class, weileducated respondents, often affiiiated with churches (Hicks & platt, L970; McKenrv & Price, 1984) . For instance, to measure relationship satisfaction, Hendrick (1989) administered questionnaires to undergraduate subjects enrolled in psychology courses. Such reliance on these methods of sampling and analyses raises serious questions about the validity and generalizability of the results. Future research must utilize better samples and analysis procedures in order to have greater assurance in the results and conclusions.
FUTURE RESEARCH DIRECTION
A review of the research and theory on marital satisfaction and related constructs illustrates the fact that even though there has been an increase in both the quantity and quality of the family literature, some problems still remain. Thus, it is clear that additional research is needed. As Blalock (1982) pointed out, horvever, conceprual refinement must be made before statistical, measurement, and related methodological advances can have a substantial impact. With increased refinement in conceptual frameworks, it is possible to integrate theory and research with the assistance of sophisticated statistics, such as LISREL program (Joreskog & Sorbin, 19g9) . In addition, expanded frameworks and constructs are needed (a) which better represent current life styles, (b) which takes into account a pluralistic and rapidly changing society, (c) which provides a holistic perspective, and (d) which overcomes some of the research problems previously identified. In particular, the clarification of constructs, dimensionality, and unit of analysis are the most problematic areas of research which need to be resolved. These three areas will be addressed directly in terms of future work.
Claificatiort of the Construct
One contribution to this area of research would be to distinguish between different terms or labels used, or to utilize one single term with one general difinition. In order to eliminate confusion and ambiguity in both theoretical and operational definitions, the term relationship satisfaction is recommended for future work. This term could be based on a slight modification of the definition from Hawkins (1968) . He defined marital satisfaction as "the subjective feelings of unhappiness, satisfaction, and pleasure experienced by a spouse when considering all current aspects of his marriage" This variable is conceived of as a continuum ranging from much satisfaction to much dissatisfaction" Marital satisfaction is clearly an attitudinal variable and thus, is a property of individual spouses" (p. 6+8). In this case, however, the term "relationship" would replace "marital" or "marriage" in order to expand this definition to include nonmarital partners who are living together. This construct could be used as a unidimensional, dependent variable in a model of heterosexual relationships.
There are several advantages for adapting this broader construct. For one thing, it incorporates a more diverse conceptualization of couple relationships, including alternative life styles or alternative couple relationships such as cohabiting couples and homosexual couples. These family forms which appear nontraditional to many people in the United States have become more pervasive and established in this society. For instance, during the last decade, family households increased by only 14 Vo, while nonfamily households increased by 76Vo (Sweet, 1984) . Among them, cohabiting households were the fastest growing groups. Thus, "relationship satisfaction" provides one means to encompass many diverse life styles and incorporates an important social phenomenon.
A second reason for adapting this term has to do with the importance of individual well-being and satisfaction in American society. suggested that an individual's evaluation of his/her relationship is more valued in this society than lifelong marriage or a couple's adjustment. Thus, science has been challenged to provide information that would help individuals understand factors which influence satisfaction and facilitate an individual's desired goals (Nye, 1988) . As satisfaction refers to an individual's subjective impression of the relationship, this term, along with a unidimensional operationalization, seems more consistent with this current, fundamental view. In addition, the concept of satisfaction about one's relationship appears to be a more valid and reliable measure of these relationship properties.
A third reason for adapting this term is that relationship satisfaction is a realistic conceptualization of an individual's evaluation of his/her relationship without including a biased and value-laden definition of the relationship. This allows the researcher to investigate different relationship types or styles without conceptually defining what is a good or "quality" marriage. Family Science Review influence on relationship satisfaction for many couples or for certain types of relationships, but to include such a measure as an indicator of a "quality" marriage is to incorporate certain research biases.
Finally, a unidimensional factor comprising global, evaluative judgments of the relationship is appropriate in determining subjectively experienced relationship problems. According to olson, Mccubbin, Barnes, Larsen, Muxen, & wilson (1983) , marital and family satisfaction are primary outcome variables because they reflect the mood and happiness of general family functioning. In other words, individual partner's satisfaction represents a subjective, evaluative summary of all aspects of couple's relationship qualities, based on the perception of each partner.
In terms of empirical measurement, a scale of relationship satisfaction should not be contaminated by items about communication, conflict, and sexual relationship, which are assumed to impact on satisfaction. For example, composite scores of the DAS can not be used in a study for examining the relationship between marital adjustment and affectionate expression because the measure of marital adjustment already contains much of the variance of the independent variable.
Dintettsionality
There are several reasons that the unidimensional approach seems more appropriate than the multidimensional measure of the marital construct. One reason for adapting this viewpoint is that as Fincham and Bradbury (1987) poinred our, multidimensional measures are more appropriate in clinical settings to diagnoses problem areas with couples or families, while unidimensionai measures comprising global, evaluative judgments of the marriage may be most appropriate in determining thc correlates of subjectively experienced marital distress.
The adaptation of a unidimensional measure is also consistent with recent trends in empirical studies of marital relationship models. Increasingly, researchers who have focused on the determinants of marital satisfaction, adjustment, and quality, assumed that many of the variables previously used as subdimensions are in fact determinants of marital satisfaction. For example, sex (Greenblat, , leisure activity (Bokemeier & Maurer, 1983; Holman & Jacquart, 1989 ), commitment (Beach & Broderick, 1982 , and religiosity (Heaton, 198,1; Filsinger & wilson,1982; wilson & Filsinger, 1986) , all have been identified not as components of the dependent variable but as independent variables which influence marital satisfaction, adjustment, and quality" Perhaps the most critical reason for conceptualizing the construct in terms of a single factor is that it tends to be a more realistic conceptualization of a couple's relationship because unidimensional measure are less value-laden. For example, when we include marital commitment as a one-dimension or construct of marital quality, there is a bias that strong marital commitment goes "hand in hand" with a good marriage. This is a researcher's value about what is a good marriage. Including such climensions as companionship and egalitarian roles also introduce biases towards particular types of marital relationships and the defining of what is a "quality" marriage. For these reasons, unidimensional measures are more precise measures of the construct's theoretical, definitional, and practical perspectives. February, 1990 Family Science Review Thus, as Donahue & Ryder (1982) mentioned, "it may be time to abandon the fundamental idea that there is, in a meaningful sense, a general dimension of marital satisfaction, marital happiness, marital distress, or marital quality, and to turn research attention to less expansive and more realistic conceptualizations" (p.7a7). In other words, rather than trying to develop a general construct of the marital relationship based on specific subdimensions, it is important to focus on more specific, unidimensional measures of the relationship.
However, it is more important to accurately define the construct than to argue the utility of the different approaches. As pointed out in their review article, even in the unidimensional measure, the inclusion of a particular category of item and the number of items used to assess the category vary considerably across measures of marital quality (see Table 1 ).
The Unit of Analysis A final issue in need of clarification is the area of couples's discrepancy of perception. Understanding differences in the responses of two or more individuals completing the same questionnaire has been a problematic issue for family researchers. One of the main differences in relationship research has to do with systematic sex differences of respondents. There are, however, conflicting results and problems in interpretation of these sex difference (e.g., Johnson et al., 1986; Holman & Jacquart, 1988; Roach et al., 1981) . The discrepancy between these research findings might be explained by differences in two approaches to discrepancy interpretations. On the one hand, one might assume that the differences are attributed to instrumentation problems. For example, if women and men respond differently to a particular scale, differences are interpreted as error variance. In contrast, discrepancies between partner's reports about 'individual' variables may be interpreted by others to represent "real differences" (Miller et al., . Thus, when we attempt to assess relationship satisfaction, which is defined as a property of the individual respondent, discrepancies betrveen partners rvould be treated as a real difference. In other rvords, each partner's report of his/her relationship would be treated as separate indicators of each partner's unique experience in the marriage" In this case, the unit of analysis would be the individual's percption of their relationship.
Empirical research tends to support this point of vierv. According to Nladden (1982) and Schaupp (1986) , certain variables play a more important role for women than for men. For example, control over activities appears to be more important for the marital satisfaction of women than men. Furthermore, Kimmel and Van Der Veen (1974) found that there are both distinct differences between the factor patterns of husband and wives as well as considerable overlap between them. For example, the cluster of items termed closeness, which concerns happiness, lack of tension, and togetherness, is highly loaded on the sexual congeniality factor for husbands, but on the compatibility lactor for wives.
There also is increasing evidence that each partner may conceptualize the relationship differently and be influenced by a different set of factors, producing a different degree of marital satisfaction for men and women. Thus, research will be needed which contains separate evaluation of the relationship from men and women. .u Febr-:r.
At the same time, researchers could develop a measure of discrepancy between the man's and woman's perceptions of other aspects of the relationship. In this case, investigators could include both individual and couple variables in the same model and analyis without confusing the dependent variable of relationship satisfaction.
SUMMARY
There has been considerable theoretical and empirical work in the area of marital satisfaction and adjustment. At the same time, many problems still exist with this literature. Recent scholars have attempted to identify many of these issues which have remained since the initial work began during the 1930s. Future work needs to include clear, consistent, and unbiased labels and definitions, sound theoretical foundations, clear units of analysis, consistency in dimensionality, more complete models, and better' samples for empirical testing of the models. This review has included several specific suggestions for developing clear and more consistent research models. 
